We present a dictator game experiment where the recipients are local charities that serve the poor. Donors consist of approximately 1000 participants from a nationally representative respondent panel that is maintained by a private survey research firm, Knowledge Networks. We randomly manipulate the perceived race and worthiness of the charity recipients by showing respondents an audiovisual presentation about the recipients. The experiment yields three main findings. First, we find significant racial bias in perceptions of worthiness: respondents rate recipients of their own racial group as more worthy. Second, respondents give significantly more when the recipients are described as more worthy. These findings may lead one to expect that respondents would also give more generously when shown pictures of recipients belonging to their own racial group. However, our third result shows that this is not the case; despite our successfully manipulating perceptions of race, giving does not respond significantly to recipient race. Thus, while our respondents do seem to rate ingroup members as more worthy, they appear to overcome this bias when it comes to giving. JEL: C93, D63, D64, H41, J71.
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Introduction
There is now broad agreement among social scientists that race and fairness are two of the most important determinants of generosity to the poor. 1 Empirical evidence from many different levels of analysis points to significant, and often substantial, effects of racial and ethnic group loyalty on redistribution. Across countries, those with more racial or ethnic fractionalization have less governmental redistribution (Alesina, Glaeser and The role of fairness in redistribution has also received a great deal of research attention. By fairness we mean strong reciprocity, which is the propensity to incur pecuniary costs to reward those who have been kind and to punish those who have been unkind (Gintis 2000 , Fehr, Fischbacher, and Gächter 2002 , Bowles and Gintis 2004 . The type of "kindness" that motivates reciprocation involves good intentions, regardless of the outcome of those intentions (Rabin 1993) . The strong reciprocity motive can be generalized such that people may want to reward those who have helped others or society in general and to punish those who have hurt others or society in general. Thus, strong reciprocity may motivate people to reward the industrious poor for trying hard to make it on their own by giving more charity or supporting more governmental redistribution to the poor; and to punish the "lazy" poor by withholding charity or opposing governmental redistribution to the poor (Fong, Bowles and Gintis 2006). 2 For recent theoretical work, see Shayo (2009) and Lindqvist and Östling (2009) for interesting models of social identity (including racial identity) and redistribution. 3 Evidence that people are more generous to the industrious poor than to the "lazy" poor can also be explained by related concepts from other fields, including: i) the equity principle of distributive justice, according to which the resources one receives from a system should increase with one's inputs into the system (Walster, Walster and Berscheid 1978, Deutsch 1985) ; and ii) attribution theory in social psychology, according to which people are less generous to people whom they judge to be individually responsible for their need (Weiner 1995) . See Konow (2003) for a review of empirical evidence on distributive justice.
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Our experiment is a dictator game in which the recipients are local charities that serve the poor in the city of Tuscaloosa, Alabama. Donors consist of approximately 1,000
participants from a nationally representative respondent panel that is maintained by a private survey research firm, Knowledge Networks. We randomly manipulate the perceived race and worthiness of the charity recipients by showing respondents an audiovisual presentation about the recipients. Our "black" treatment shows photos mostly of black charity recipients while our "white" treatment shows photos mostly of white charity recipients. The photos are presented along with an audio story in which we manipulate perceptions of the worthiness of the charity recipients. We find that our treatments are successful -they have significant direct effects in the expected direction on perceptions of the race and worthiness of the recipients. We then give each respondent a ten percent chance of receiving $100. Prior to learning whether or not they will receive the $100, respondents must decide how much of that sum they would like to donate to the assigned charity in the event that they receive it. Finally, we collect survey data on a variety of attitudes and beliefs, including perceptions of the worthiness and race of the recipients. These perception measures are designed to test whether our treatments successfully manipulated beliefs about the recipients.
Our experiment generates three main results. First, we find significant racial bias in perceptions of worthiness: respondents rate recipients of their own racial group as more worthy, and rate more worthy recipients as more likely to belong to their own racial group. Second, respondents give significantly more generously when the recipients are described as more worthy. In particular, audio treatments that raise the perceived fraction of worthy recipients by 15.2 percentage points cause the respondents to increase their giving by $11.0. This result, together with our finding of racial bias in perceptions of worthiness, may lead one to expect that respondents would also give more generously when shown pictures of recipients belonging to their own racial group. However, as our third result demonstrates, this is not the case; despite our successfully manipulating perceptions of race, respondents give about the same amount irrespective of the race of the recipients in the pictures. For instance, the non-black respondents give $61.0 on average when white recipients are shown and $58.9 on average when black recipients are shown. The difference of -$2.1 is not statistically significant (s.e. = 2.7) and relatively 4 small compared to the mean level of giving. Thus, while our respondents do rate ingroup members as more worthy, they appear to overcome this bias when it comes to giving.
In the remainder of the paper, Section 2 presents our experimental design, Section 3 presents our results, and Section 4 concludes with our interpretation of our results. As we will explain in the conclusion, we do not believe that our failure to find racial bias in giving contradicts prior evidence of discrimination and racial group loyalty. First, racism may have been higher in the past. Second, there may be racial discrimination in the real world that our study fails to detect. Finally, even if there currently is no racial bias in individual preferences for redistribution, cumulative effects of prior discrimination may cause racial inequalities to persist.
Experimental Design
Our experiment was fielded by Knowledge Networks, a market research firm founded by In our experiment, we manipulate respondents' perceptions of the poor. More specifically, we focus on perceptions of race and "worthiness" of recipients of two local charities in Tuscaloosa, Alabama. We accomplish this with a slide show that presents eight photographs along with two and a half minutes of audio. The slide show describes the city of Tuscaloosa, one of two randomly-assigned charities, and recipients of aid from that charity. Half of our respondents saw a slide show depicting the work of the Salvation Army in Tuscaloosa, and the other half saw a slide show depicting the work of Temporary Emergency Services in Tuscaloosa.
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We took care to manipulate race perceptions in a way that minimized the likelihood that respondents would recognize the racial motivation of our study. Thus, we did not mention the issue of race in the audio part of our slide show. Instead, we manipulated perceptions of recipient race with the photographs. Half of our respondents saw photos mostly of black charity recipients, and the other half saw photos mostly of white charity recipients. 5 We made the backgrounds of the photos of blacks and whites as similar as possible (nearly identical in most cases) by taking the photos of blacks and whites in exactly the same location.
The audio portion of our slide show is designed to manipulate perceptions of recipient worthiness and other characteristics. We avoid using deception by including different pieces of true information in different treatment conditions. For example, in our manipulation of the economic standing of Tuscaloosa, one treatment condition correctly states that the poverty rate in Tuscaloosa "is almost twice as high as the rest of the country," and the other treatment condition correctly states that Tuscaloosa's "per capita income … is more than 5% higher than the rest of the state." Below we summarize our randomly assigned audio manipulations. The issues being manipulated are in bold text (with the fraction of participants assigned to each condition of the manipulation in parentheses). The treatment conditions for each manipulation are listed together with the values (0 or 1) we give them when they are used as dummy variables. With one exception, each randomized manipulation contains two conditions. The exception is the reasons for poverty and willingness to work manipulation, in which there are three conditions. 6 For each manipulation, each respondent was assigned to one and only one treatment condition. The exact wording of the audio conditions is provided in Appendix A. 5 We did not show pictures exclusively of one race because that might arouse suspicions among the respondents. Instead, in the black treatment condition, approximately 80% of the pictures are of blacks while in the white treatment condition approximately 80% of the pictures are of whites. 6 In the reasons for poverty and willingness to work manipulation, we assigned 50% to the default condition in which we said nothing about the work ethic of the poor and said that the reasons for poverty are a mixture of factors including bad choices and circumstances beyond control. Among the other 50% of subjects, half were assigned to the Reason for poverty bad choices, not willing to work condition and half were assigned to the Reason for poverty beyond control, willing to work condition. The actual number of observations in each condition differs slightly from 50% or 25% because of non-response (see Section 3 for details about excluded participants). The actual fraction of participants in each treatment condition is presented in Table 1. i) City is Republican (50/50): 0. "Compared to the rest of Alabama, more people in Tuscaloosa vote for the Democratic Party" 1. "Like the rest of Alabama, people in Tuscaloosa vote overwhelmingly for the Republican Party" ii) City is economically advantaged (50/50):
0. "…with a poverty rate that is twice as high as in the rest of the country" 1. "…with a per capita income that is more than 5% higher than the rest of the state" iii) Reason for poverty and willingness to work (50/25/25): Many of the poor in Tuscaloosa are poor because of 0. "…a mixture of factors including bad choices…and bad luck" and work ethic not mentioned 1. "bad choices" and "many of them wish they could rely on more generous assistance" 1. "circumstances beyond their control" and "many of them try to get a job…" iv) Religious (50/50): 0. [Nothing said] 1. Many of the poor in Tuscaloosa "pray to God regularly to ask Him for help" v) Salvation Army (50/50): The charity depicted is 0. Temporary Emergency Services 1. Salvation Army vi) Short-term need for aid (50/50): Many of the charity's recipients use its help 0. "…for long periods of time" 1. "…for short periods of time when it is absolutely necessary" vii) Currently working (50/50): the charity is busy "before people receive their next" 0. "government benefits check" 1. "paycheck" viii) Sharing own aid with others (50/50): "Many recipients are" 0. "competitive about getting aid" 1. "willing to share their allotment with others in need" ix) Law-abiding (50/50): It is often hard for recipients to get well-paying jobs because "many employers are reluctant to hire" 0. "people who have a criminal record" 1. "them"
Immediately following the slide show, we measure generosity to the poor in Tuscaloosa with actual giving to the charity depicted in the slide show. We explain that we will give $100 to one out of every ten participants in this study and ask respondents to decide how much of that money they would like to give to the Tuscaloosa charity.
7 That is, respondents had a 10% chance of playing a $100 dictator game with the Tuscaloosa charity.
After respondents enter their dictator game decision, we ask a series of questions designed to check the effectiveness of our treatments. 
Results
The experiment was fielded in 2006 from August 28 to September 20. A total of 1167 respondents participated. We limit our sample to the 989 individuals who indicated that they could clearly hear the speaker in our audio presentation. An additional seven respondents did not answer the question about how much they would like to give during the experiment, so we also dropped these observations. Our final sample consists of 982 respondents, of which 204 are black. Since we oversampled black respondents, we weight all of our results to correct for this oversampling. Appendix Table 1 compares the means and standard deviations of demographic variables in our Knowledge Networks data to those in the June 2006 Current Population Survey. The demographic means are roughly similar in magnitude even though there are significant differences in age, education, income, household structure, and marital status. There are no significant differences in the means of race, region, and work status dummies (except for a marginally significant difference in the fraction of respondents who are disabled). Table 1 presents summary statistics for the full weighted sample. The average donation was $58.7 (s.d. = $37.2), and roughly 11% of the respondents gave zero. About 21% of the sample gave the median donation of $50, and about thirty-six percent of the respondents gave the full $100. The total payout from the experiment to the charities was $5995. Figure 1 presents the cumulative density function of giving during the experiment for the full weighted sample. Slightly more than 20% gave between zero and $50, and approximately 10% of the respondents gave between $50 and $100. Row (a) also shows that black photos have highly significant negative effects on perceptions about the worthiness of the charity recipients. Columns 2 through 4 present regressions where the outcome variables are perceptions of worthiness. These columns show that the black photos have highly significant negative effects on beliefs that the recipients were: (2a) "willing to work hard in order to get ahead in life", (2b) "poor mainly because of reasons beyond their control", and (2c) not "poor mainly because of bad choices in their personal lives." 9 Column 3 shows that the black photos had a highly significant negative effect on beliefs that the recipients have no criminal record, while column 4 shows that black photos had a negative, but insignificant, effect on perceptions that recipients are willing to share their aid with others. As we will show in Table 3 below, the negative effect of black photos on perceived recipient worthiness is driven entirely by the non-blacks in our sample; among blacks, the effect of black photos on perceived recipient worthiness is small and insignificant. Hence, these results offer a first indication of our finding of racial bias in perceptions of worthiness. describing recipients as, respectively, law-abiding and willing to share the aid they receive with others. As expected, the law-abiding treatment has a highly significant positive effect on perceptions that recipients have no criminal record, and the willing-toshare treatment has a highly significant positive effect on perceptions that recipients are willing to share their aid with others. In addition, these treatments have positive effects on other perceptions of worthiness (columns 2a-2c) which are significant at the fivepercent level in three cases and the ten-percent level in one case. Together, rows (b) through (e) establish that out treatments successfully manipulated perceptions of recipient worthiness.
Rows (f) through (h) present the effects of describing recipients as, respectively, needing short-term aid, currently working, and religious. These treatments correspond to perceptions measures that are ultimately relatively poorly explained. The R 2 statistics in the columns explaining perceptions about recipients needing short-term aid, currently working, and being religious are the lowest among those in Table 2 , ranging from 0.04 to 0.06. Nonetheless, the short-term need for aid treatment has a highly significant positive effect on perceptions that recipients need short-term aid. The religious treatment is also successful with a highly significant positive effect on both perceptions that the recipients are religious and perceptions that the recipients are Republican.
Row (i) shows that describing Tuscaloosa as having Republican leanings significantly increases perceptions that the recipients are Republican. Row (j) presents the effects of stating that the city of Tuscaloosa is economically advantaged. As expected, this treatment has a highly significant positive effect on the perceived incomes of Tuscaloosa residents (col. 11), and it even affects the perceived income of the charity recipients (col. 11 9). It also causes respondents to perceive a significantly lower fraction of city residents who are black-minus-white (column 10) and an insignificantly lower fraction of charity recipients who are black-minus-white (column 1). Finally, this treatment has a significant negative effect on perceptions that the recipients are Republican (col. 8).
Lastly, the row labeled "Black respondent" shows that in many columns, black respondents have significantly different perceptions than non-black respondents about charity recipients and Tuscaloosa residents. Compared to whites, black respondents perceive significantly fewer black charity recipients (col. 1) and perceive recipients as significantly more worthy (col. 2a-2c), but also less likely to be Republican (col. 8) and less economically advantaged (col. 9). Black respondents also perceive a significantly lower annual income for Tuscaloosa residents than whites perceive (col. 11). Table   2 that the worthiness treatments had effects on worthiness perceptions in the expected directions. Our composite measures of worthiness treatments and perceptions help us summarize these effects more compactly and give us more statistical power.
Our composite measure of worthiness treatments is the average number of worthiness treatments that the respondent was exposed to. There are four audio worthiness treatments: i) that poverty in Tuscaloosa is caused by bad choices, ii) that poverty in Tuscaloosa is caused by circumstances beyond individual control, iii) that the charity's recipients are law-abiding, and iv) that the charity's recipients are willing to share their own aid. 10 Our derived measure of the mean of these treatments ranges from zero to one, 12 decreases by .25 for those who are assigned to (i) and increases by .25 for each of the conditions (ii), (iii) and (iv) to which a respondent is assigned. percentage points. This confirms our conclusion from Table 2 that the race treatment successfully manipulated perceptions of race. The second row of Panel A presents the effect of the number of worthiness treatments on the racial perception variable. In the sample of black respondents, the number of worthiness perceptions has a marginally significant positive effect at the ten-percent level on the perceived percentage of blackminus-white aid recipients, while this effect is negative, but insignificant, for white respondents. Column 4 shows a significant interaction between the number of worthiness manipulations and respondent race, which indicates that the effect of the worthiness treatments is significantly different for black and non-black respondents. According to this interaction effect, people are more likely to think of worthy recipients as coming from their own racial group. This constitutes the first component of evidence for our first main finding, namely the existence of racial bias in perceptions.
Panel B presents regressions where the outcome variable is perceptions of the worthiness of the charity recipients. The first row shows that among non-blacks, black 13 photos have a highly significant negative effect on the perception of worthiness. In contrast, among blacks, black photos have a small and insignificant effect on the perception of worthiness. Moreover, column 4 shows that the interaction between respondent race and the black photo treatment is statistically significant. That is, black respondents seeing black photos rate aid recipients as more worthy than non-black respondents do, and this difference is statistically significant. This interaction effect mirrors the finding in Panel A of a significant interaction effect between respondent race and the number of worthiness treatments on race perceptions, and constitutes the second component of evidence for our first main finding, namely the existence of racial bias in perceptions. Row 2 of Panel B shows that in all columns, the worthiness treatments have significant positive effects on the perceived worthiness of the recipients, confirming our conclusion from Table 2 that our treatment successfully manipulated worthiness perceptions. In addition, non-black respondents' perceptions of worthiness are significantly more sensitive to our worthiness manipulations than the perceptions of black respondents, which would be consistent with non-blacks' being less familiar with aid recipients, and therefore having weaker priors about them. Table 3 establishes our first main result -the existence of racial group loyalty bias in perceptions of worthiness of the recipients. Panel A shows that blacks who hear that the recipients are worthy are more likely than non-blacks who hear the same information to perceive that the recipients shown in the photos are black. Analogously, Panel B shows that blacks view black recipients as more worthy than white recipients while non-blacks view white recipients as more worthy. These findings are consistent with findings from the social categorization literature in social psychology suggesting that people tend to hold out-group members individually responsible for their own poor outcomes while people tend to attribute poor outcomes of "in-group" members to adverse external circumstances (Brewer and Miller 1996) .
In the following sub-section we will examine the effects of our treatments on giving.
We will show that while there are robust significant effects of the worthiness treatments on giving, there is no effect of recipient race on giving. Thus, while we find a form of racial group loyalty in perceptions about the worthiness of recipients, this bias does not translate into racial group loyalty in donations. 14 3.2. Treatment effects on giving Table 4 presents OLS regressions of giving in our experiment on our treatment conditions and demographic controls. The first column presents the effects of each treatment condition in the whole sample. The first row shows that the effect of the black photos is -$2.2 with a standard error of $2.3. This treatment effect is less than 4% of the mean offer of $59 (see Table 1 ). The 95%-confidence interval on this effect is -$6.7 to $2.3. Thus, at this level of confidence, we cannot rule out a negative effect of black photos of 11% of the $59 mean. The next four rows of coefficients along with standard errors in column 1 present the effects of the worthiness treatments. When the worthiness treatments are included separately, their effects are generally in the expected direction, but only the "shares own aid with others" treatment has a statistically significant effect on giving.
Finally, the remaining treatment conditions have small and statistically insignificant effects.
In the second column, we show the effect of the average of the four worthiness treatments rather than showing the effect of each worthiness treatment separately. We find that the combined effect of the worthiness treatments is positive and significant at the five-percent level. Respondents who hear four worthiness treatments describing the recipients as worthy give, on average, $11.0 more than those who hear the four alternative treatments that describe recipients as unworthy. This establishes our second main result, namely that there is a causal effect of perceived worthiness on giving.
Columns 3 and 4 present the same regression as in column 2, but separately for nonblack and black respondents, respectively. In both columns the effect of black photos is small and statistically insignificant, but relatively precisely estimated. The effect of the worthiness treatments is positive and statistically significant for non-black respondents but negative and not statistically significant for black respondents. This null finding among blacks may reflect the fact that, among blacks, the number of worthiness treatments has a weaker effect on worthiness perceptions than among non-blacks (see Table 3 ). None of the other treatment effects are significant at the 5 percent level.
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Finally, column 5 presents a regression of giving on the same variables as in columns 3 and 4 but with interaction effects included, using the whole sample. As with the other regressions, this column shows a small, statistically insignificant, and relatively precisely estimated effect of the race treatment. The combined effect of the worthiness treatments is $13.4 and is significant at the five-percent level. Neither of the interaction effects and none of the other treatment effects are significant at the five-percent level or better.
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This column establishes our third main result -the absence of significant racial bias in giving. Both the main effect of the black picture treatment and the interaction effect of the black picture treatment with black respondent are relatively small in magnitude, and neither is statistically significant. The main effect, which is more precisely estimated than the interaction effect, indicates that non-black respondents give -$2.3 less after seeing black pictures, with a 95%-confidence interval from -$7.3 to $2.8. The interaction effect of $0.4 indicates that the reaction of black respondents to the black picture treatments is almost identical to the reaction of non-blacks, though the standard error of $5.3 limits our ability to detect moderate amounts of racial bias. Table 5 examines the effects of race and worthiness perceptions (as opposed to treatments) on giving. The independent variables here are identical to the dependent variables in Table 3 and are measured on scales from 0 to 100. Columns 1 and 3 present OLS regressions of giving on the perceived fraction of welfare recipients who are blackminus-white and the average response to the five worthiness perceptions questions, controlling for the other treatments and demographic variables. Note that these measures may be endogenous to respondents' donation decisions because i) perceptions may have formed in response to unobserved variables that also affect giving and ii) we measure perceptions after respondents decide how much to give to the recipients so stated preferences may to some extent merely reflect behavior rather than cause it. Thus, in 12 There is a marginally significant negative interaction effect between the number of worthiness treatments and respondent race in column (4), corresponding to the finding in columns (2) and (3) that among nonblacks there is a significant positive effect of the number of worthiness treatments while among blacks, there is no significant effect. This is analogous to findings reported elsewhere that groups with lower socioeconomic status, including non-whites compared to whites, place a lower monetary value on redistributing resources on the basis of recipient "worthiness" (Corneo and Fong 2008) . This lower monetary value of justice for non-whites and other low SES groups is driven by the finding that the effect of beliefs that bad choices (rather than bad luck) cause poverty on opposition to redistribution is smaller in absolute value for non-whites and other lower-SES groups than it is for whites and other higher-SES groups.
columns 2 and 4, we present instrumental variables estimates of the effects of exogenous race and worthiness perceptions. Here, we instrument the race and worthiness perceptions measures with the black photo treatment and the worthiness treatments.
Columns 1 and 2 present the OLS and IV estimates in the sample of non-blacks. We use this sample because we found that both the race and worthiness treatments had statistically significant effects on the corresponding perceptions measures in Table 3 among non-blacks (in the black sample, only the race treatment had significant effects).
Additionally, only in the non-black sample did the worthiness treatments have a significant effect on giving in Table 4 . Finally, an important policy concern is non-black discrimination against blacks. We have greater statistical power to detect such an effect in the sample of non-blacks than in the whole sample.
Columns 1 and 2 of Table 5 indicate that the effects of both endogenous and exogenous perceptions of recipient race on giving are close to zero and statistically insignificant. If the perceived fraction of recipients who are black minus the perceived fraction who are white increases by ten percentage points, giving in our experiment is unchanged in column (1) with a 95%-confidence interval of -$0.8 to $0.8. In column 2, a ten-percentage point increase in our racial perceptions measure increases giving by $0.7 with a 95%-confidence interval of -$2.1 to $3.6. Recall that these results are from giving out of a total amount of $100, where the mean gift is about $60. In contrast, both the OLS and the IV estimates of the worthiness perceptions are positive and significant (at the one-and five-percent levels, respectively). The IV estimate is noteworthy in at least two respects. First, it allows us to scale the effect of the worthiness treatments in terms of worthiness perceptions, and this reveals that the treatment effect is large in economic terms: a ten percentage point increase in the average perceived worthiness of recipients increases giving by $8.6. Second, the IV estimate is larger than the OLS estimate. Our interpretation of this finding is that the worthiness perceptions measures are likely poorly measured. If there is measurement error, then the OLS estimates are biased toward zero.
The IV estimates, in contrast, do not suffer from attenuation bias induced by measurement error. Thus, our IV estimates address both the endogeneity and measurement error problems that are likely to be present in the OLS estimates.
Columns 3 and 4 present OLS and IV estimates in the whole sample, with the race and worthiness perceptions measures interacted with respondent race. The first two rows show the effects of the race and worthiness perceptions on giving among non-blacks. As expected, both the OLS and IV estimates are similar to those of columns 1 and 2. The third and fourth rows present the interactions between the perceptions variables and a dummy for a black respondent. The interaction terms show that the effects of the perceptions variables among blacks are smaller than these same effects among nonblacks, but these differences are not statistically significant.
Robustness checks
In Table 6 , we investigate the robustness of the two main results from Table 4 -namely that recipient race has a statistically insignificant effect on giving and that the combined effect of our worthiness manipulations has a significant positive effect. As before, we focus on the results for non-blacks because (i) this sample provides the most statistical power to detect racial bias in giving against blacks and (ii) the effect of worthiness on giving was driven by the non-black subsample. Each row of Table 6 presents a single regression of giving in our experiment on the black photo treatment and the average number of worthiness treatments. The first row reproduces the regression that was presented in column 3 of Table 4 . Using the sample of non-black respondents, this baseline regresses giving in our experiment on the black photo treatment, the average number of worthiness treatments, dummies for the remaining treatments, and demographic controls. Each subsequent row presents a regression that is identical to the baseline regression in all but one respect. The second row is identical to the first except that it uses the whole sample. The third row uses whites only. The specifications and samples in rows 4 and 5 are the same as in row 1, except that they use ordered probit and censored regression, respectively. Rows 6 and 7 are the same as row 1 except that row 6 omits the demographic controls while row 7 includes additional controls. The additional controls included in row 7 are the perceived effectiveness of the charity (measured as the fraction of dollars donated to the charity that reach needy recipients), the self-reported importance of "helping others in need", and the self-reported importance of "earning a lot of money". These additional controls are not included in our baseline regression because they could be endogenous. Rows 8, 9, and 10 are the same as row 1 except that the dependent variables are, respectively, hypothetical giving, self-reported preference for government spending on the poor in Tuscaloosa, and self-reported preference for charitable spending on the poor in Tuscaloosa.
The first column of Table 6 presents the effect of the black photo treatment in each of these regressions. In every case, the effect of the race treatment is small and statistically insignificant. Column 2 presents the effects of the average number of worthiness treatments. In rows 1-7, where the dependent variable is giving in the experiment, the effect of the number of worthiness treatments is positive and significant at the five-or one-percent level. In the OLS regressions where the outcome variable is giving, the magnitude of the effect of hearing four worthiness treatments compared to hearing none of them ranges from $11 to $16; while in the censored regression, the magnitude is $25.4.
In rows 8-10, the outcome variables are the non-behavioral measures of generosity to charity recipients. The number of worthiness manipulations has a significant effect on support for government spending on the poor in Tuscaloosa (row 9), but no significant effect on hypothetical charitable giving (row 8). The effect of the number of worthiness manipulations on self-reported preferences for charitable spending on the poor in Tuscaloosa (row 10) was just short of marginally significant with a p-value of 0.104.
Recall that for these alternative dependent variables, there is no evidence of racial bias, either.
External validity check
How well might the results of our experiment generalize to natural giving outside of the experiment? One way to investigate the external validity of our result is to estimate the extent to which giving in our experiment corresponds to total charitable giving in the previous calendar year. In unreported results, we find that total charitable giving in 2005 has a statistically significant positive effect on giving in the experiment. However, a drawback of this simple regression is that measurement error in charitable giving leads attenuation bias in the estimated effect. Hence, it does not provide a good estimate of the sensitivity of giving in the experiment to total charitable giving. As a validity check that circumvents attenuation bias from measurement error, we investigate whether demographic characteristics that predict total charitable giving in 2005 similarly predict giving in our experiment. Table 7 presents this analysis.
Column 1 regresses giving during our experiment measured in dollars on respondent demographic characteristics. Column 2 regresses a transformed measure of total charitable giving in 2005 on the same demographic characteristics included in column 1.
To make the dependent measures in columns 1 and 2 comparable, we first topcode total charitable giving in 2005 at $500 so that the fraction of people giving the maximum amount is equal across the two measures. Then we divide total charitable giving in 2005
by 5 so that both giving measures range from zero to 100. The key result from columns 1 and 2 is that the explanatory power of the demographic variables is higher in column 2 than in column 1. Moreover, the coefficients in column 2 tend to have a larger absolute value than the coefficients in column 1, and the percent of the variation in giving that is explained by the demographic variables is roughly two times higher in column 2 (R 2 =
.208) than in column 1 (R 2 = .098). This is a first indication that giving during the experiment is somewhat less responsive to demographics that actual past charitable giving.
The regressions in columns 1 and 2 show that the demographic variables tend to have effects in the same direction on giving in our experiment and on past charitable giving;
we do not see any demographic variables that have a significant positive effect in one of the columns and a significant negative effect in the other. However, since many of the demographic variables are highly correlated with each other, we investigate this general pattern in more detail in columns (3) the worthiness of the poor may also have a greater effect on charitable giving in the real world than they had on giving during the experiment.
Conclusion
In this paper, we presented the results from an experiment that examines how charitable giving to the poor responds to the perceived race and worthiness of charity recipients.
The experiment was conducted on a sample of about 1000 respondents that is broadly representative of the U.S. adult population. We showed an audiovisual presentation about a charity, the charity's recipients, and the city in which recipients were located to manipulate respondents' perceptions of recipient race and worthiness. Following the presentation, the respondents decided how to distribute $100 between themselves and the charity. Subsequently, we asked the respondents about their perceptions of the race and worthiness of the charity's recipients, which confirmed that our treatments successfully manipulated the respondents' perceptions.
The experiment yielded three main results. First, we find a racial group loyalty effect on perceptions: respondents rate recipients as more worthy when shown pictures of recipients from their own racial group, and conversely, they perceive a higher fraction of recipients from their own racial group if the audio story describes recipients in more worthy terms. Second, respondents give significantly more if our audio treatment causes them to perceive the recipients as more worthy. Moreover, this effect is also large in economic terms; audio treatments that raise the perceived fraction of worthy recipients by 10 percentage points cause the respondents to increase their giving by $7.2 relative to a mean level of giving of $58.7. Third, we find no significant racial bias in giving. The race of the recipients shown in the pictures, while highly influential on race perceptions, did not significantly affect giving in the whole sample or in subsamples by respondent race.
Moreover, black and non-black respondents also did not respond significantly differently in their giving upon to seeing pictures of black recipients. However, given the statistical precision of our estimates, we cannot rule out a moderate amount of racial bias, but we can rule out at the 5% level that seeing pictures of black recipients causes non-black respondents to decrease giving by more than $7.4 on a mean of $60.0.
We do not believe that our failure to find racial discrimination in giving contradicts prior evidence of discrimination and racial group loyalty. There are at least three reasons for this. First, our evidence is from a different time period than prior evidence on racial effects in individual demands for redistribution. It is possible that racial effects may be lower now simply because racism in general has been decreasing over time in the United
States. Racial effects may also be lower now than at other times because of domainspecific reasons: Much of the evidence of racial discrimination in redistributive politics in the United States comes from times when there was public anger about the former AFDC program and debate about welfare reform (see, e.g., Gilens 1999). It seems plausible that during politically turbulent times in countries where racial minorities belong to lower socioeconomic classes, racial discrimination can flare up naturally or even be manufactured by political entrepreneurs (Glaeser 2005). Second, there may be racial discrimination in individual demands for redistribution that our study does not detect.
Our results are not precise enough to rule out moderate amounts of racial discrimination.
Furthermore, despite the methodological advantages of our study -namely, using randomly varied perceptions as the independent variables and real behavior as the outcome variable -there are some disadvantages. In particular, respondents in our study were forced to make their donation decisions in a somewhat artificial setting, and they may have also suspected that they were being studied. Both of these factors may have affected our results. Third, even if there were currently no racial biases in individual charitable behavior and individual demands for redistribution, it seems likely that racial 22 inequality in socioeconomic outcomes would persist as a legacy from prior discrimination. That is, merely avoiding discriminatory behavior in one instance, or even ending it more broadly, seems unlikely to erase the cumulative effects of prior discrimination. Thus, a lack of racial discrimination in our research does not imply that racial discrimination in society has been eradicated or that racial inequality is a smaller problem than previously thought.
Appendix A: Charity Survey Instrument
• Text that is notes is bold and in brackets. Text that is the name of a question or a variable name is in brackets and capital letters.
• Audio text that respondents hear is in italics; all other text the respondents read.
• For multiple choice questions they were given radio buttons to click on, in this appendix that feature shows up as numbered options [1], [2], [3], this is different from audio treatments which are distinguished (0), (1).
• Separating lines correspond to new screens.
• [CHARITY] was replaced in both the text and the audio with either the words "Salvation Army" or the words "Temporary Emergency Services" depending on the treatment.
• There are a total of 11 experimental treatments: [CHARITY] , the name of the charity shown in the presentation, [ --Main Questionnaire --─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── This is a study conducted by researchers at Carnegie Mellon University and Harvard University. The general topic is assistance to the poor and other issues facing America. Generally the recipients are unhappy about their situation and wish they had more money.
Many of them try to get a job that pays enough for them to stand on their own feet and no longer rely on assistance from the government and charities.
[ 
[IF RESPONDENT SELECTS 1 ("DIDN'T HEAR ANY SOUND") OR 2 ("COULDN'T UNDERSTAND WHAT SHE WAS SAYING") SURVEY SKIPS TO DISPLAY SCREEN AT THE BEGINNING OF PART IV. ─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── PART II. DECISION-MAKING TASK
Decision-making task Now, you are going to make a decision involving [CHARITY] in Tuscaloosa. Please note that all information we give you is true and all payments will be made exactly as stated. Please think carefully about your decision because one out of every 10 participants in this study will have his or her decision carried out with real money. ─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── We will give $100 to one out of every 10 participants in this study. We ask you to decide in advance how much of this $100, if any, you would like to give to [CHARITY] in Tuscaloosa. You can give any amount you wish, including nothing. If you are selected, this $100 is yours, and you are free to keep or to give away any amount you wish, including nothing. While many people give some away, we expect that most people will keep at least some of this amount for themselves.
If you are randomly selected to receive $100, we will send the amount that you want to donate, if any, to [CHARITY] in Tuscaloosa. The amount that you decide to keep for yourself will be credited to your Knowledge Networks account (you get 1000 bonus points for each dollar you decide to keep).
If you decide to donate money, [CHARITY] in Tuscaloosa will mail you a note to confirm that we sent them exactly the amount you specified. We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. Below, we list two of these problems. For each one, please tell us whether you think we're spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount.
Programs for the poor (e.g., "welfare" or programs like TANF, food stamps, and public housing) Spending too LITTLE Now, we'd like to ask about your charitable giving to help poor people in your local area. By "local area" we mean the greater metropolitan area of the town or city that you live in or near. If you live in a rural area and are not part of a greater metropolitan area, then "local area" means your county.
What, approximately, is the total amount of money that you and people in your household have donated in 2005 to charities that help poor people in your local area?
Now, we would like to ask you about some of the possible reasons why people are poor.
For each of the possible reasons listed below, please tell us how important you believe it is in explaining why some people in this country are poor.
Failure of society to provide good schools for everyone Not at all important Somewhat important There are many important things in life, but some are more important than others. We are going to ask you about the five most important things from the list below. Note: Results are weighted to correct for oversampling of black respondents. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 percent. The variable # Worthiness Treatments is the average of the following four audio treatments: Reasons for poverty bad choices (reverse coded), reasons for poverty beyond control, law abiding, and willing to share own aid. The variable Worthiness Perceptions is the average of the five corresponding perceptions questions: Reasons for poverty bad choices (reverse coded), reasons for poverty beyond control, willing to work, possessing a criminal record (reverse coded), and willing to share own aid. The controls for other treatments consist of the following six treatment variables: short-term need for aid, currently working, religious, city republican, city economically advantaged, and salvation army. The demographic controls consist of the variables listed under the heading "control variables" in Table 1 . Note: Results are weighted to correct for oversampling of black respondents. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 percent. The variable Worthiness Perceptions is the average of the five corresponding perceptions questions: Reasons for poverty bad choices (reverse coded), reasons for poverty beyond control, willing to work, possessing a criminal record (reverse coded), and willing to share own aid. The controls for other treatments consist of the following six treatment variables: short-term need for aid, currently working, religious, city republican, city economically advantaged, and salvation army. The demographic controls consist of the variables listed under the heading "control variables" in Table 1 . In the IV regressions, race perceptions and worthiness perceptions are instrumented by the black picture treatment and by the number of worthiness treatments. The sample in columns (1) and (2) is limited to non-black respondents while the sample in columns (3) and (4) consists of the total sample. Note: Results are weighted to correct for oversampling of black respondents. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 percent. The baseline regression is the regression of giving during the experiment on treatments and demographics as reported in column 2 of Table 4 . All other regressions are identical to the baseline regression except for the change noted in the first column. The additional controls in row 7 consist of: the perceived effectiveness of the charity (measured as fraction of dollars donated to charity reaching needy recipients), the self-reported importance of "helping others in need," and the self-reported importance of "earning a lot of money." Note: Results are weighted to correct for oversampling of black respondents. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 percent. The dependent variable in columns (1) and (3) is the number of dollars given during the experiment (out of $100). The dependent variable in columns (2) and (4) is a transformed measure of total self-reported charitable giving in 2005. To make the scale of the charitable giving variable comparable to the scale of giving during the experiment, we topcode charitable giving at $500 so that the fraction of individuals giving the maximum amount is equal. Next, we divide the charitable giving variable by 5, so that both dependent variables are measured on a 0-100 scale. The variable Predicted Charitable Giving is the amount predicted by the regression in column (2). The variable Predicted Giving in Experiment is the amount predicted by the regression in column (1).
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